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for BART 1 are 300 tons/yr of NOyx, 200 tons/
yr of SO,, and 150 tons/yr of primary particu-
late. Emissions unit A emits 200 tons/yr of
NOx, 100 tons/yr of SO,, and 100 tons/yr of pri-
mary particulate. Other emission units,
units B through H, which began operating in
1966, contribute lesser amounts of each pol-
latant. For this example, a BART review is
required for NOx, SO,, and primary particu-
late, and control options must be analyzed
for units B through H as well as unit A,

C. How does a BART review relate to Maximum
Achievable Control Technology (MACT)
Standards under CAA section 112, or to other
emission limitations vrequired under the
CAA?

For VOC and PM sources subject to MACT
standards, States may streamline the anal-
ysis by including a discussion of the MACT
controls and whether any major new tech-
nologies have been developed subsequent to
the MACT standards. We believe that there
are many VOC and PM sources that are well
controlled because they are regulated by the
MACT standards, which EPA developed
under CAA section 112. For a few MACT
sbandards, this may also be true for SO,. Any
source subject to MACT standards must
meet a level that is as stringent as the best-
controlled 12 percent of sources in the indus-
try. Examples of these hazardous air pollut-
ant sources which effectively control VOC
and PM emissions include (among others)
secondary lead facilities, organic chemical
plants subject to the hazardous organic
NESHAP (HON), pharmaceutical production
facilities, and equipment leaks and waste-
water operations at petroleum refineries. We
believe that, in many cases, it will be un-
likely that States will identify emission con-
trols more stringent than the MACT stand-
ards without identifying control options that
would cost many thousands of dollars per
ton. Unless there are new technologies subse-
quent to the MACT standards which would
lead to cost-effective increases in the level of
control, you may rely on the MACT stand-
ards for purposes of BART.

We Dbelieve that the same rationale also
holds true for emissions standards developed
for municipal waste incinerators under CAA
section 111(d), and for many NSR/PSD deter-
minations and NSR/PSD settlement agree-
ments. However, we do not believe that tech-
nology determinations from the 1970s or
early 1980s, including new source perform-
ance standards (NSPS), should be considered
to represent best control for existing
sources, as best control levels for recent
plant retrofits are more stringent than these
older levels.

1'That is, emission units that were in ex-
istence on August 7, 1977 and which began ac-
tual operation on or after August 7, 1962.
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Where you are relying on these standards
to represent a BART level of control, you
should provide the public with a discussion
of whether any new technologies have subse-
quently become available.

D. What Are the Five Basic Steps of a Case-by-
Case BART Analysis?

The five steps are:

STEP 1—Identify All12 Available Retrofit
Control Technologies,

STEP 2—Eliminate Technically Infeasible
Options,

STEP 3—Evaluate Control Effectiveness of
Remaining Control Technologies,

STEP 4—Evaluate Impacts and Document
the Results, and

STEP 5—Evaluate Visibility Impacts.

1. STEP 1: How do I identify all available
retrofit emission control techniques?

1. Available retrofit control options are
those air pollution control technologies with
a practical potential for application to the
emissions unit and the regulated pollutant
under evaluation. Air pollution control tech-
nologies can include a wide variety of avail-
able methods, systems, and techniques for
control of the affected pollutant. Tech-
nologies required as BACT or LAER are
available for BART purposes and must be in-
cluded as control alternatives. The control
alternatives can include not only existing
controls for the source category in question
but also take into account technology trans-
fer of controls that have been applied to
similar source categories and gas streams.
Technologies which have not yet been ap-
plied to (or permitted for) full scale oper-
ations need not be considered as available;
we do not expect the source owner to pur-
chase or comnstruct a process or control de-
vice that has not already been demonstrated
in practice.

2. Where a NSPS exists for a source cat-
egory (which is the case for most of the cat-
egories affected by BART), you should in-
clude a level of control equivalent to the
NSPS as one of the control options.13 The

12Tn identifying “all” options, you must
identify the most stringent option and a rea-
sonable set of options for analysis that re-
flects a comprehensive list of available tech-
nologies. It is not necessary to list all per-
mutations of available control levels that
exist for a given technology—the list is com-
plete if it includes the maximum level of
control each technology is capable of achiev-

ing.
13Tn EPA’s 1980 BART guidelines for rea-
sonably attributable visibility impairment,
we concluded that NSPS standards gen-
erally, at that time, represented the best
level sources could install as BART. In the 20
Continued
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